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PER CURI AM

Kenyat a Denori s Robi nson appeals fromhis two convictions for
possession with intent to distribute cocaine base “crack” and
sentence of 211 nonths inprisonnment. Robi nson all eges that his

jury instructions were erroneous in |ight of Apprendi v. New Jer-

sey, 530 U.S. 466 (2000). For the reasons that follow, we affirm
We first note that because Robi nson was sentenced within the
statutory maxi mum his convictions are unaffected by the Apprendi

opinion. Apprendi, 530 U. S. at 490; see United States v. Kinter,

235 F. 3d 192, 199-200 (4th Cr. 2000) (Apprendi does not apply to
a judge’ s exercise of sentencing discretion within a statutory
range so long as a defendant’s sentence is not set beyond the

maxi mumterm specified in the substantive statute), cert. denied,

121 S. C. 1393 (2001). Second, we find that the jury was properly

charged to find drug anmpunts, in any event. United States v.

Ri chardson, 233 F.3d 223, 231 (4th Cr. 2000), petition for cert.

filed (Mar. 19, 2001) (No. 00-9234). Accordingly, we affirm
Robi nson’ s convi ctions and sentence.

We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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